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.CKGROUND OF THE ©7ud ‘ oo

T o Intreduction o
‘This paper :@scrizes Phas - | of the Measuremzn. >f | ::ndent
. T .
Burden, an experimenta% study cor .ucted by the Bureau v So: Science

-

Research for the Departmeﬂt cf Heusing and Urban Develspment. The b
focus of the study is upon corre stes of self perceived respwnden; burden),’

_that.is factors associatec with the presemce of negz:ive reellngs such

as annoyance, frystration or ir-snvenience which may t= = zzrienced by
\ _ |
survey participants. The stud- s limited to survey situ.::ons in which
R\ W ' ! 4 )
‘J face-to-face%ﬁnterviews arz concucted in respondents! haomz:, . T
_The issue addressec by :his ressarch are of interest to HUD in ~ L

connection with its sponsorship of. the Annual Hohsing Surveyw(AHS), a

face-to~face househoid survey. which js the primary source of |nformat|on
1 p

Jl

_ about the condition >f ths nation's housing supply. Thc level of refusal
= H - ~

rates in the AHS ‘resorts ‘from field obseﬁgers, ahd occasiona] comp]aintsgﬁy -

by individual respordents have caused concern within HUD w:th the burden T

\.7
which the survey may be Emposing upon AHS respondents.

The issqe of respondent burden is also of interest to a wider

‘audience of survey and evaluation researchers, who are copcerned with

> . 4 . ,
malntalnlng or improving re5ponse*rates in their data collection activi- \\\\\

r

—
ties, " and to government personnel charged wnth managing or regulatlng

o »

Federa11y—sponsored data coJlectlon ef?orts. \ﬁhe present, research is

w

. /
:ntended to. provide |nformat10n whnch w:ll be useful to this broader

v ! t . : o . L.

resea{ch'community, inc]uding both sponsors and‘performers of education
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resedrch, espe ial’y thac —=sez—=- invoiv -z -oluntary face-to-face
-=ta collectis - frem in-'v ' -.ziz. =z_zh as :—wwunity merbers, parents,

z~d students.

Th=z Szudwv Design

The .:zucy is being 'imz erented_in'thwphases. Durinc the Ficsf /
shase, we fco  2d o test?ﬁg two”confii:tin;’?heories che conventioﬁal
wifdom'of mz Ny laymen.snc pre -tizionsrs. That ‘onger interviews and |

- questions requiring sor=s 3=¥zi:’ - ort on tr: pactﬁof the respendent
. wtii dincrease FQSPOhdent bu-den, .-sus che\%“aothesis o same<:ureey
-Sesearch methodologists that ifcr “'qeest?onr.ires ane ez 21" efforts
: . :
‘may actua!ly reduce burden .~ ar—=r=ing the ~Tportance of thelsufvey in
the~eyes“of the respondent. Tt .zz—=ss this ‘ssee, both ?1cerview.1ength
& . .o i . : . Lot P
: and.respondent eff?rt were :snic;::ted during the first prase of the
. survey, and their eFf::E uzon rs=—mndent burden was assessed .
lntervneQ lencth was sosotionally defined -as ”number o; mlnutes
| of ?ntervnew tsme," with 2% and 77 minuteﬂtreatqents used.» Theg”ef{ort”
/,vafﬁable was aﬁso seoaratzt irc :ue'treatments: ‘recall, iﬁ which e
respondents were asked tc aTon I =stimates based on memory for answerq‘
to selected expendlture gu=stiom and retrneva), in Nhlch respondents .134 L~‘“\

were asked to consu!t Ch_m.“D»;Jff“ other records to answer these'qUestions.

»

«  The Iength and er"fwt va1 'ibles were crossed to create Four
Rt *

treatment groups, each of whlch recelved dfFferent version of. the

. 4

Interview-. a short recall Interv:ew (Group 1)—'3 Tvng recall ;né%r»aew
(Group 2), and short and long retrieval ihterv1ews (Groups 3 & 4)

/ The total study samaleﬂscze was 500 (see F'lgure‘J).L Al] vers:ons of the
interv:ew |nstrument were based on the Annual Housnng Survey, and oon-
‘tained a w:de range of items about..family. composntlon, housnng charac-

! terns;ics, enepgy use, tranqurtaﬁwon, ne1ghborhood character:stucs, etc.

) . ‘ 4 RO . K
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sn*ndent U mit owas measured'by direc: zuesti - 7 o the
res:~—-dent hrough = “.administered reaction f;rn: wh' 0 was givoem
at - ae conclusion of .=:7 "'treatment' interview. (For ~I° Sf Tt
: ‘ ‘ - .
rec --—~dents ir Grcuz =~ 100 in Grou> 2, the reactior o™ =:-
use: since tn=se rer"“"nnt; will be relntervnewed for -. . &-. d
\phas‘ of the z=udy.) fE::ondent burden was also assessed‘xn:ip it by
examirming iz :7 mespor =t ~ztes and other behavnor31 |nd:C't:" ar nes
various tre-meat groozs, . A - |
Al’ tmrvies: for Phase 1 wére ;Qnducted in the coiurds c©F
. Phiiadeloh wring - —:ruary,” 1980. The.SFddyASamp]e cons :ted o a

total of 7¢ cusehol: :lusters; within eaéh c!uster~all'Ph~se i traatments

were used. 7 e]igfiaefrespondent was deflned as a hOUSE“u]d mem>ar-who

v

was-"knqwle";Patle a:::t househo!d expendltures " !f households zould

not be con< rec afzz h attempts, or if the householder refused to be

. c
[interviewe: the'samsiing scheme provnded for the selectlon of a subst?tute
household. B LD T .

For the second phase of the study, the effort variable was - -

]

{ - ellmnnated, and the‘thlrd manupulated varlab1e—-sungle vs. repeat
J— . . - «»’

admznlstratuon of ndent|cal questuons over t:me--was nntroduced H@The .
second round of lnterV|ews was conducted approxumate1y 10. months after

3
the first lntel"Vlew with 200 respondents from the Phase ~ sample. Data

"from this phase are cqrrently being anaiyzed, and are not reported here,

& ! .
V .
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[ } = Findings: Phase ! “
o The sv..dy finding: :uhmariied below =hould be interpreted dtn N
two factors - mind: ;. . o
) .o 7. interviews ware :onducted in houssholds Tocated i- a
. predom. = ° white middle zias suburb. Therefore, the_study firdings

may ncz v apiicable to cwmer -oulations; for example, persons: iiving:

in rur: =g or in inner civ. =, or to. other types of interview | ;.
situaz: o : ' | .
2 we;interyiew dez ith topics of moderate salience for f—///x/
s most Tospot itS; most diest'f“: éOU§ht factual information, rather than

opinizn ¢ ¢ titude data. Tw results of the study miéht;have been quite

-
< - @ y

‘ difég?ﬁnt it more (or less) -zx:rondent- pert:nent topacs had been discuseed

or i< upinicn or attitude qfﬁ':ions had=peen empha5|zed.
’ _ : 4 P

Diffz-=nces BEtween-Respondsf:s and:ReFusers

“

e To achleve 500 1n*ervuews e/total of 886 household were contacted{

~ °

©c in 18h'case no contact cou od be estabfnshed, and :ﬁ 202 cases, the house-

Vo e
. )

holder refused to be |nterv:ewed No attempt was made in th%s study to
7%

convert initial refusa]s, but a brlef |ntervxew was conducted wnth hose .

refusers who. cooperated (N—|07) The 202 persons reFusvng to be :nter-'
Viewed COhStltUted 29 percent of - those contacted'for the survey. A!t ough

’

/réspondents were younger than refuserS. no other'SIgn|f|cant d;fferences | )
between ‘the' two. groups were found in terms of. demographlc characternstdcs, ’
or .for~ those varlabﬂes whnch might ha:: affected the “interview srtuats % :
(i ém, cnme of day of the attempted nnt;rvaew; or expersence of the enter-

" viewer nnvolved). However, refusers and rESpondentS d;ffered in theur
“ o . S Ce T : N

’
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;/1ﬁﬁera' attitudes towards theé usefu!heas‘of survéys, e~d in their past

partic:pat|0n in antvrvrew sutuatuons, wnth refusers izss lnkely to ratc

° e e s
) i

surveys as tseful, and less l:kely‘to haVEPart;c|pate_ i~ previous sur-zys

. . e . : Jd

\\\ X Wh:le the t nme/requvred for an interview was ¢ equently ‘the
/

reason given-for the refusal the actué1 length ‘of ti = <h=n announced
/ . =4 . v
tO/fhe respondert at the door-—| e., 25 or 75 minutes— ¢ not seem to

contribute in.any apprec1able way to the tendency to e use. The per-

-

centage of refusals occuring after the spﬂcrfuc time was r=nt|oned was

ES

virtually }dent:caﬂ (about 384) for both the long ar =nert in ‘erviev

groups.

.

® Morecver, the |nterv1ewers' prlor knowlec---'f the length ¢~
g

“the antervnew to be attempted was not reiated to tt= over all percentzge
.

of refusals aobtained, which was 27 percent,for the shorz vs. 30 per caent

for the long form.®

General Reactnons £o the Surwey

Among the 500 persons consenting to be |ntervue zd, reaotiohs'
'-_Lo ‘he ;::¥¢Y were overwnelmlnnly posnt:ve. Only two of these respondenta
broke of f the nntervnew prior to completion (both of these were in the
]ong interview group) Large maJorltles felt that the interview was at

jeast somewhat :nterestlng (87%) and fmportant (88%), and that thenr

-

time and effort were at least somewhat well spent (904) Elghty rercent

saidgthat they would be wrlllng to be relntervnewed next year.

"
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Relationship of Res---dent Burden
to Interview ler=t- --d Effort

J@ Table i zummarizes some of the key findlngs with respect to

Interview length, =7fort, aq§ Se]f-reported burden.

[-] No relaticnship was found between interview length and overall
A . - _ § N S
lfem nonrespons On the average both the Iong and short-interview

.groups failed to answer " only about three percent of the questlons thev

L)
3

,were asked ' v
Q;However, lnterVIew ength was assoclated w:th w:lllngness to .
- be re-interviewed with 14 percent more of tHe short interview subjects

L tndIEating~that they would be willing to aliow the interviewer to return

T next Year.'
. . ’ -
) ® Interv:ew ength aiso affected att:tudes towards the |nterVIew,

' but only to the po:nt of ellCltlng more negathe responses to questuons

-

_whlch asked Specsflca]]y about length. The longer queStnonnalre was’ not Y

7

‘3seen as be:ng more of an overa]l nuisance (Table 2), or as being more or

tess Interesting, |mportant or dlfflcult than was .the shorter inter- - .

G

view, - * R ‘ -

»

e In general, increasing the effort reqpired to complete' the

~ N - . . .

respondent's task (retrieval of,records) had no effect on behavioral or

attitudinal indicators of respondent burden. For example, there were

v

no signiflcant d|fferencns between the recalil and retriele groups in

item non"eSPcnse rafes (which were-2. 89% and 2.82% reSpectsvely) .

w.llingness to ve reIntervnewed (80% of both groups agreed), nor in thn v

) ?q
- prOportions of respondents wnth|n each grOUp who felt that fhe i

’

- was uninterest;ng, unlmportant not time well spent, etc. In short'

nterview

A}

L cl5king respondents to retrieve records nenther Created‘a burden (as is -

assumed by some practJtJOners)-nor.drd it generate a)mcre positive

el .
£ ~ . 3
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TABLE 1

Lo /
Ll RESPOHDENT BURDEN INDICATORS, BY INTERVIE\J LENGTH, EFFORT AND TREATMENT
i I . . (1n Percentages)
[ - e
. LT Length . Effort Treatment
Indlcators 4 R TOTAL
N . - Short Long Short Long
Short Long Racall [Retrleval] Recall Recall {Retrieval|[Retrieval
4 .
- - . =
i. Behavioral Y * ; . .
« Average Item nonresponse rates . . . . . . . 2.7 3.0 2.9 2.8 2.8 2.9 2.4 3.2 - 2.9
_\ ) slgnlﬂcance ) n.s n.s N n.s .
. “ ’ ' (M) %
% @ Respondent reported by- Interviewsr as :
V'presccupied" dqring interview . . . . . .. 5 R L) 10 8 6 b 4 12 (L) 9
- -7 - Significarce pL.OY n.s p £.05
; o Respcndent ‘unwilling to be reinterviewsd ' ‘ X - ! -
next year. . . . . . . . . . . e e e e e e 13 27 20 20 | 26 n 29 (56)...20
.ot Significance . p £.01 n.s p2.95
" 2. Attitudinal " .
A. Answers to Questlions Concerning Interview R .
Length: . . — .
o @ Interview was ""too long" . . . . . . . . .. 13 LY} .31 29 n 51 15 L2 (85) 30
N Significance® p £.0001 n.s . p-Z.0001 .
¢« . . e Use of shorter questlonnalres '"Wouid be an . C L ]
, improvement” . . . . . . . . . . .. ... - k1 57 45 L6 33 57 35 57 (122) 45
. Significance - ; p £.0001 n.s . p&.0l
" Overall, time and effort put Into ansv;erlng . ' .
. questions was "not very well spent™. . ... . 5 | 9 'IO{ 4 14 6 | (27) 10
<0 Significance p £ .05 ns ) n.s
. B, Answers to Questlons Concernlnq Other . - 'j,
Aspects of the Interview : .
o Overall Interview was ot ‘very Inceresting” -
or "not at all” interesting. . . . . e e 13 13 L 1 17 16 10 .. (38) i3
. b SIglnI(Icance n.s n.s n.s
’ " 'l - -~
® Survey was ''not important'' . . . . . . ... . " 10 15 4. 10 10 20 . 10 3] /‘(36) 12
Significance - n.s S n.s ns .
; On the whole, answering the questions was oL : . - -
“hard" or ‘very hard™. . . . .. ... ..., - b 6 5- 6 4 6 4 7 (1s) 5
. . . . Signiftcance n.s ns n.s
P ! . B i . n / ' 286- -~
. Number Responding * LBy 136-143 . 139-146 141-144 0-74  67-72 71-73 69-71 (286-230)
Missing Caszes _2-8 411 2-9 4-7 1-5 i-6 1-3 3-5 (6-10)

»

’SEgnlflciFnce based on cht-square test on collapsed variabies, ¢.9., too short/about right vs. too long.
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‘ | RATING THE "NUISANCE VALUE" OF THE SURVEY AND OTHER COMMON TASKS
\! ! o B . / (I
. + ‘ . . . ! 5
Yeron thne t; ting, we W 811 called upon to do varlous things which wa aay not pertleclarly enjoy, tn fact, scmo of thoss may be
8 domnrlght bhulsance, ' Yo would 11ke to kiow much taking part In this survey bothared you a3 compared 8o dolng other comen taske)!
o (FOR EACH TASK PUT bOWN THE HUH.BER ON THE SCALEssi THROUGH |0--HH|£H'QESI DESCRIBES HOW MUCH THE TASK BOTHESS YUU._)
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}
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bank Stateﬂ"c."{ ./..v - Gl 3.86 3000 ‘ th39 3-03 l‘b% 3-08 s “.72 3:23 , !..36 3.‘0 (267) ‘ (29)

' Answerlnga‘publlc‘oplnion‘ | e ! . . I
survey about whlch polltical - " o - ' o
*. - candldate you Ve better, "ﬁl (AR N I AT BT I I N t1}) 1)

[-

. '\__\.‘

8, Golng 'td the polls tr vate gn ™~ s c ' o )
Codletlonday .y ey, 5250 ..z.'su\z\.-s;\' G TR AT T X B D )

J

f, Getting your car Inspected - n N o o e
by thesteio sy vvuyyuis b 35 - LIS 3.02,%3,3:_‘ L O I ) B

-

R, S ——
}

. ) ‘ ',

> e
. . . . ,

J




CL . S e - -]0.- . o ’ s

!
. -

reaction by_cbnveying to the respondents “the suggejrion that:the
survey was very important. ‘

o The actual behavIor of persons. assxgneé/to recall and re rieval

— \ 7

groups did not aiways conform to instructio s; some ”recall",resuondentsl

\ /
9

chose to check their records, and some retrneval” respondexts d|d not
I'4
comply with this |nstrpct|on. When effort was examined as a behavuora!

.

rather than as a manlpulated var|ab!e-—that is, when respondents were,
/

- grouped by the percentage oF t;mes/éhey actually checked thelr records~-
no-s!gnlficant relatlonshnps between effort and nndncators of burden were :

found However, in both’groups, persons who never- referred to their
’ AN

records at a]l expressed negatnve attltudes more frequently than did

a

,other respondents. ThereFore, there may be some- assoriatlon between

4feel|ngs of burden, unwiillngness to exert efforts in the’ interv:ew :
. .

.'sjtuatlon;'and therefore, data quallty whlch this partlcular study was

RN hnotldesigned'to probe fully, T .

Interview Length and Respondent Burden, o o )
- with Other Factors Consndered : o .

The relatlonshnp between respondent burden and |nterv1ew length
'was examlned with other variacles (both attxtudnnal and demographlc)
" held :onstant The key Flndnng emerglng From thls analysls ‘was thatfa

: general belief in the efflcacy oF SUFVGYS'IS an lmportant factor lnFluenc1ng

the extent to wh|ch |ntervnews of varnous!lengths will be perce:ved as

» burdensome. That IS, among respondents agreelng that ”answerlng surveys
b 47
is of dlrect benant to the people who answer," the relatlonshnp between

3

"length and key |nd|cators oF burden |s weakened For example for thns

. PR : . | L T e
. . » i "‘ , ’ R A K—/
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group,.the percentage refusfng'tovbe refnterviewedﬁjs'generally Tow,

no matter if the short (8%) or thé long (10%) treatmenthhad been applied.
in-contrast, for respondgpts who do not agree that surveys-‘age beneticia].
the relationship between length and ourden becomes much stronger. For
this group, the’ percents refusing to be reinterviewed:are 19 percent for

¢ -

'-;the short and Ly percent of the long* unterv:ew groups (a difference of 257)

"' (See Table 3.,

”Lenqth 'Effort, and Data‘Ouality

e Based on the llmlted measures avanlable in thus study, no

—~—

t:onshlg was found between |nterv1ew length and either self-reported )

*estimates of. data accuracy, or data completenesﬁh as measured by |tem
nonresponse. Contrary to commonly heid assumptions, item nonresponse

did not increase during the course of the tong interview, Rather, item’

St

nonresponse was a function of guestion sensitivity, with income;questions

asked at the beginning and end oﬁwehe—inte;view;eligiting a simifar

“

' (relative]y high) Ievel of nonresponsc

e ° No general relatlonshup between record checklng and self-

reported estwmates of data qualnty was ‘found. Although on the average,

retrieval respondents d:d refer to records more frequently than those

2

asked to rely on memory, dlfferences in perce:ved accuracy of response°

between the two groups, whlle in the expect\d\dlrectlon, wereﬁnot_"
statistically~significant 'Oniy‘among persons favorably predisposed\

" toward surveys, did a sngnlf:cantly greater proportlon of ret.f\yal than

of recall respondents percelve thelr responses as~”very accurate
w .
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DIFFERENCES BETWEEN SHQR‘ AMD LONG INTERVIEW GROUPS [N WILLINGNESS TO BE REINTERVIIMED NEXT {EAR
NHEN ATTITUDES TOWARDS SURVEYS ARE CONTROLLED \

| | | 5"“xg ‘ o ~ Unwilling to be Relnterviewed Next Year
CMtitudined Characterlstle S| Shert Long Gama
| cterls | | |siaf
’ | o cance
g (Base - y (base | . (Zero
N) N | Partial)
— T R (W) B
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oo - o Impllcatlonslof‘the Study Results

r\.
i

ﬁ findings summarized above have a number;of theoretical and

. practlcal lmpllcatlons for researchers and survey Sponsors.

4
!

e Although nt would no doubt bL appropraate to test other

- Maffort'! treatments, the flndlngs suggest that effort as operatlonallzed.f

for this study (1. e., asklng respondents to prgvnde ectlmates “vs. asking
them to check records) does not affect self—percelved respondent burden..

2. -Before entrance to the household |s gained the disclosed

\

'length of an lnterV|ew does not appear to affect refusal‘dec;s:ons. As

Ty

,'suggesten by thls and other rurrent research burden concerns do not

appear o be the prlmary reason . for mos t refusals e

. 3; However, based on our f:ndings, the conventional wnsdom aoout

?

the burdensomeness of lengthy antervlews flnds some support when applued

- to those persons who have agreed to be interviewed, at’ least for a

"general interest” survey whnch does not deal w:th matters hlghly germane

to the lnterests of the respondent. (As noted earller, the buFﬁensomeness

; i

ﬁlevels for nntervnews deallng wnth hsghly respondent pertlnent issues; - U

r
ta

Jor for lntervaews seeknng op|n|ons rather than factual nnformation, may .

-

L, Bellef in: the effucacy'\lksurveys clearly emerged as an lmpor-
‘ e

tant elemene affectlng feelangs of burden, perhaps even overshadow:ng _
- : N . L

Aactual |ntervzew length - The |nd4ngs suggest that it is not a questlon

50 much oﬁ'the :mportance of the specnfrc s rVeygntself as a more general

bellef in the efflcacy of surveys (or perha s in the effncacy of nndnvxduals

» . :

. to affect the actnons of decns:on-makers) w lch ls operatlve. It follows,

:therefore, that to reduce sel# percelved burfen, |t 15 nmportant to convey . '

1

e N " SN

S



‘ _ -l o " - . : o
“ - ° ' N ’ < : -

to potentlal respondents the |mportahce and “usefulness of the survey method,

.and the llkellhood that survey data will be used by survey sponsors. "

5, Ftnally, it is 1mportant to re-emphasnze that the current

.

research flndlngs are based Qn a sltuatuon |nvolv1ng voluntary face-

to-face household |ntervlews. These flndings will hopefully be |nfor~

_mat|ve to education rescarchers wha conduct studles in s;mllar s|tuat|ons.

S

For example, our findings may be appllcable to effortsfwnvoTVTng personal

e

: Intervnews with communlty memhers,,parents, or students. However, our

- N

flndlngs may not necessarlly apply to other contexts |n whlch education

research is typlc@lly conducted--for example, to research |nvolV|ng . .

mandatory data collection from school admlnlstrators, or to research

. .
~ involving “captlve audlences“ such as classroom teachers or,support : .

k-

personnel Measurement of respondent burqen under these latter condltlons

f pu

:"wull requnre research specifically targetted to those contexts.

%$ -
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